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HUNTERS POINT
ssrc No. 5090.3

:July 1, 1997

CommandingOfiicer
Engineering Field Activity, West
Attention: Co& 18, trtlr. Richard Powell (1832)
Naval Facilitics Engineering Command
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno, California 94066-5006

RE: Preliminrry Draft Final Parcel B Record Of Decision, Hunters Point
Shipyard, Sen Francisco, Califoraia

Dear Mr. Powell:

The Dryrnnent of Toxic Substances Contol and Regional Water Qualtty
Control Boardhave completed review of above document and are providing
following comments for your consideration. 

.

Issues and Comrents on Parcel B Preliminary Draft Final'ROD

1. Under 1.4 Description of selectedremedy,pd3e 2, following underlined
language should be added.
The major components of the selected remedy for soil are as follows:
* Excavation of contaurinated soil up to l0 feet in depth.
I Deed restrictions prohibiting any disturbances of contaminated soil

below l0 feet underground without signatory agencies' aporoval.
1 Deed restriction prohibiting any future development of potential

terrestrial habitats without signatory agencies' approval.

ISSUE: Current proposed runedy calls for excavation of contaminated soil
up to l0 feet in depth. Contaminated soils below 10 feet are allowed to
remaia in ground is based on the assumption that no human exposure
pathway under residential scenario. However, contaminated soils beneath
l0 feef in ground may be surfaced duing construction activities and it
needs to be evaluated prior to the cofilmencement of the construction. The
issue rclated to terresfial habitats is the terrestrial ecological assessment
was not performed based on the assumption that current site condition
(pavement and buildings cover the entire parcel)will be maintained or at
least replaced with similar level of density of human activities that no
terrestial habitat can and will exist. The deed restriction prohibition is
necesstry to ensure the assumption is carried through future planning
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Ground water monitoring data will be compared to (10) times the
national ambient waterquality criteria (NAWQC) . . . and (10)

. times the ambient concentrations of metals.

ISSUE: the assertion of the tigger levels and contingent action plan were
requested by the DTSC. The prrpose was to ensure an end point for the
monitoring program where, ideally, a target concentation (or a trigger
level equivalent to a cleanup lwel in this case) can be set at the point of
compliance (in this case, the mst up gradient boundary of tidal influence
zones) and all parties can agree on certain action will take place if the
target concentation is exceeded- Conversely, if monitoring after a long
period of time shows no exceedance, an assessment of the further
monitoring can be made easier. However, the BCT has decided it would be
more preferable to monitor groundwater some distance up gradient from
the point of compliance to provide a minimum of five-year buffer zones
before the plume actually reachs the point of compliance. The distance of
the five-yearbuffer zone and is corresponding trigger levels are to be
determined by a groundwater mdeling effort in the remedial design
phase. As an alternative, the Narry is proposing to set the trigger level at
l0 times ofNAWQC or HGAL in ROD and it will be modif;ed if
groundwatermodeling shows otherwise. DTSC would like to see the
Navy to provide some rationale as to how the multiplier (10) is coming
from. DTSC feels this multiplier should be chosen on the conservative
side as this will be the defaultlwel if groundwater modeling effort is
unsuccessful. Some text should also be added to specifically spell out the
intent of keeping a five-year brffer zone.

1.4 Description of the selectedremedy, Page 3. the following underlined
language should be added.

* Orally noti$ the signatory (regulatory) agencies within 15 days of
any exceedance of the groundwater monitoring criteria followed by
a written notice to the signatory agencies within 15 days of the oral
notification.

* At the wriuen request of one or more of the regulatory agencies,
develop a proposal forihe signatory agencies' aporoval as to what
should be done to address the exceedance, which may result in a
change in the remedy.

During the RD phase, . . . Once these site-specific criteria re developed
and approved by the signatory agencies, they will replace the l0 times
default criteria as the trigger for taking the actions listed above.
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) , The signature block for Anthony Landis should read:

Anthony J. Landis, P.E.
Chief
Northern California Operations
Office of Military Facilities
Califomia Deparfinent of Toxic Substances Control

lf you have any questions, Please contact me at (510) 540-3822'

ruqtu'
Chein Ping Kao, P.E.
Senior Hazardous Substance Engineer
Office of Military Facilities

Enclosure

CC: Ms. Claire Trombadore/Ivls. Sheryl Lauth
US EPA Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco. California 94 I 05-390 I

Mr. Richard Hiett
California Regional Water Qualrty Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region
210l Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland, California 94612
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ilune 30, L991

700 Heinz Avenue
BerkeleY, CA 94710

RE: Peroal B Preliminary Draft Final Record of Decieion

&ted 'lune 3, 1997

Div i s ion

Ow ,nlttion it lo prucnc asd anhaacs the quetlly dCaldorni|'s vottr r&toYrois' aid

easum their propct oilocation aad clftcl'nl wthr tte he'filt o|Prsunl a^dfrlmte ganatetiont'

F
CaWP4

Srn Frrnsirco BrY
Rsgiond Wltcr Quelity Codtol Eoard

2l0l W6hrtrStt ci Suir 300
Or*lm4 CA 9it6l2
(sr0) 2t6.12s5
fA)( (5lo) zlcrllo

VIA Facsinile
5 1 0 .  s 4 0 '  3 8 1 9
Mr. Chein Kao
DTSC'  Of f ice of  Mi l i tary  Af fa i rs

Dear !Nr. Kao:

ReEional Board staff,  have reviewed the aforenentioned report

ana have the following comrents:

1. The deed restr ict ion should include informat' ion about the

i ining of the storm water conveyance systen' The deed

restri .ct ion on groundwater should specify to what d'epth

( i .e .  r$r  wate"- ior r r ra  wi th in  the sha110w water  bear ing

io""  l " l  to  for i ' - i " " t  be low ground sur face)  -  Addi t ional ly '  a

s imi lar  descr i f t ion should a iso be inc luded in  por t ior rs  of

ine text which describe beneficial use of groundwater'

2 .  Page 26,  Ecologica l  Risk Asgessment ,  Af ter  the s ix th

sentence,  P lease consider :  "Sherefatet  wi th  the poss lb le

e x c e p t i o n o f l R . o ? , g r o u n d w a t e r i a g ; a , c . t e d r i t h C f f i c l A
subitances doeg no! pose a threat to aquatLc recepeor''

Risks to aguatlc zecepters posed by petroleun ara betnq

evalvated separately undet the bts"yiLde petrolerrp clor.':ecEj.7e

actTot PJ.an-

3-  I t  is  not  c lear  how the 10 t i roes defaul t  cr i ter ia  were

developed for groundwater. Please present your rationale'

PFGE: O1

Pcle Wibon
Gocctw

Groundwater and Waste Containment

Recyckd PaPer
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